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_the present report. Personnel at the sites we visited--the U.s..

Bureau of Prisons Penitentiary at Marion, Illinois, the New York
State -prisons at Attica and Albion, Connecticut's correctional
institution at Somers, and the Iowa State correctional system~-
were generous with their time.

In addition, many consultants read drafts of the report

- and contributed valuable comments. We are grateful for the
_opinions of Lawrence A. Carpenter, Member of the U.S. Parole
Board; Walter Dunbar, New. York State Commissioner of Probation;
Elli's MacDougall, President, Ellis MacDougall and Associates;
Richard A. McGee, Presidentj American Justice Institute; Allen
F. Mills, Director of Industries of. the New York State Department
of Correctional Services; William G. Nagel, Director, the American
Foundation, Inc.; E. K. Nelson, Dean, School of Public Administra-
tion, University of Southern California; W..Donald Pointer,

Deputy Secretary for Correctional Services, State of Maryland;

" and Milton G. Rector, President, National Council on Crime and
Delinquency. E. Eugene Miller and James E. Murphy a&lso contributed
information and editorial comments to the sugvey and report.

Dr. F. Lovell Bixby, who died on August 5, 1975, contributed
throughout the project, drawing on over 45 years of active and
distinguished service to corrections in the U.S. and abroad.

Dr. Bixby was intimately familiar with the development of prison
industries and insisted on a sound historical perspective for
understanding their problems. We hope this work honors him as
he honored us by being our friend. :




FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

o . D g

1. FINDING: Disagreement as to the goals of corrections and, -
therefore, the goals of prison industries is widespread and
becoming more pronounced. Some persons advocate rehabilitation
as the appropriate goal for corrections; others claim that
rehabilitation/ is neither the effect nor the real reason the
society ingaycerates offenders~-we incarcerate offenders to
punish thf€m./ Those who advocate an honest recognition of the !

i purposes of corrections also understand the burden

ces on society to restrict the rights of incarcerated

as little as po§sible consistent with the protection

of sofiety. Thus, thé freedom of a convicted person is taken
from/ him by incarceration, but his privacy, choice of act1v1t1es,v"*
and/other accompaniments of freedom need not be and should not &
be/removed unless and only to the extent that they endanger

tlle security of the prison or of society.

These two views--rehabilitation and punishment--have .
different implications for prisqh industries planning. Under

the former view, a prisoner may be assigned to industries as

a program to prepare him for work after release. Refusal of

such an assignment will reflect badly on the infate at his parole
hearing and may lead to restrictions on hlsi@ ileges within

the institution. Once assigned to the pt@gram, he will be subject
to interruptions for other rehabilitatimg activities, such as
visiting, therapy, and- school.. ~%fﬁ :

t

~\

The second view of the purpoﬁgg af correctlons--the view
that the prlmary function of 1ncarcé¥atlon is punishment--

cannot justify prison industries as a Pehabilitative program.

Under this view, prisoners should not be assigned to industries,
but instead be free to choose how they wish to spend their time.
They may decide to work in industries, squander their time or

spend it reading/and carry on other activities consistent with ?
~ the security of/ the institution and with the protection of society.

—i-




The purpose of industries in such a case is to provide -a means

‘by which. prisoners may occupy their tlme, earn money and produce
needed goods and services. \ L

-

/

T "RECOMMENDATIONT “"That" correctlonal policy makers and .others
1nvolved in planning agree on an achievable: philosophy of
correctlons and of prison industries in order to facilitate
agreement on the functions and nature of the prlson industries
- program.

2. FINDING: The typical prison industry today does not achieve
most Of its asserted objectives, including those considered
the.most important by correctional personnel and industries
~administrators: skill training and attitude training, or

/« "rehabilitation." Furthermore, prison industries will not

achieve their objectives until these are identified and -

characteristics of prison industries in conflict with these
objectives aré reduced or eliminated. Increased knowledge of

‘the cgsts and benefits attributable to prisébn industries will

permit rationmal rethinking and planning of prison industries’

for the future. Corrections departments do not often have in

house the expertise and objective viewpoint,6 needed to acquire

the knowledge required for a thorough rethinking and reorganiza-

tion of prison industries. Thus, several states have begun
working with private industry to design and develop new relation-

ships with private industry.. *

- RECOMMENDATION: (1) That correction departments analyze their
industries programs critically, considering &) what they cost

to operate, b) their results in terms of training and productlon
and c) product and service pricing policy and other matters. ‘
Standards should be deVeloped and followed by all states uniformly ,
for accounting systems in prison industries. These gtandards
should show the costs of security, value of land, plant and
equipment and other institutional costs for services provided to
prison industries, as well as direct and indirect costs of the
combined and individual industries. '

(2) That corrections departments make use of business
management consultants and other experts to evaluate ex1st1ng
prison industries and plan new ones.

4
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“Mt‘_B:Q FINDING:  Prison 1ndustr1es are 1solated and to\a degree
protected from. other~1ndustries.~ Consequently, thel 0perat10n

mothermmndustraesfuthelr.methods«oﬁtenthauer"
competltlve practices in the’ outside world- and prlsoners worklng ,
in them learn little of the practices of lvate 1ndustr1es., ”““‘f“f

* - - .'; )

-—RECOMMENDATION : (l) That correctlons departments forge new
cooperative relationships Wlth prlvate 1ndustry and organlzed
labor for mutual benefit.

(2) That real- -life conditions be simulated in prlson
industries.. These should include, at a mlnlmum, competition for
jobs and full work days’ (accompanled by abolltlon of over-
assignment), well-trained supervisors, up-to-date equipment, & -

..pay policy dimed at the eventudal achievement of prevailing pay .
_ ) through proflt-sharlng ahd ellminatlon of prison industries profits
" for non-industrial programs, such as. institutional maLntenance _
services. :

R
V

- (3) That corrections departments base their plannlng of
new industries to a large extent on an analy81s of p: oducts\and
services for which there is expected to be a heavy market -démand
in future years. .

4. PFPINDING: Laws %ﬁétrlctlng prison industries marketing do little
to protect private 1ndustr1es and are frequently ecircumvented

by vernment agenc1es. They are an unnecessary impediment to

pPr n industries.

RECOMMENDATION: That laws restricting prlson 1ndustr1es marketlng
and production be abollshed )

-~ e —

f 5, FINDING.- The state-by—state organization, regulatlon, and
© administration of prison industries has created industries
without a sense of a "state of the art," purpose or standards.
. Prison industries in a time of change need a national forum to
facilitate exchange of ideas among correctional systems and
between them and public, labor and prlvate industry leaders and
- to promqgte developmeht of leadership. ~One vehicle for these
n:zz;Zes would be an advisory coalition for policy reform to
esi

. da standards and guidelines for state, regional and national
7 eting, rew legislation, state subsidy of prison industries,
’ product pricing, fair contract procedures, inmate-worker . O

‘- ~ -iii~




compensation policies and prlsoners"rlghts as - employees to

vacatlon, sick leave, dlsablllty compensation; unemployment .
N *LnsunanceTg5001al~seeu£¢ty coverage andmeollective“barga&nxng——————————~—-
o : Y - e —~
LT - "RECOMMENDATION: That a Natlonal Commission on Prlson Industry ]
Standards, Administration and Marketing be established in- : ©

dependently or within the U. S, Department of Labor or the
Department of Commerce.

—-iye-
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:If INTRODUCTION

- hel T

What__should_prlson_lndusj:rlesﬁpmm;awﬁm: .Wthose th work

in them? . Pay? Training? A guaranteed job after release? ‘Should.
the program include all prlsoners? Only long-termers° Anéwers

" to these questions. are difficult, "Because many confligting goals,
have been advanced as appropriate for prison industries programs.
Some of these goals conflict with the correctional context of °
industries; some conflict with laws and powerful non-governmental
interests. Furthermore, the character of correctional programming
and of prison populations is changing. These factors make a
rethinking .of the actual. and potential achievement of prison
industries a tlmely pursult. ) ~

in 1972 the U S. Department of Labor gave a grant to
the Georgetown University Law Center Institute of Criminal Law
and Procedure (the Institute) to examine the merits, limita-
‘tions and problems ©f various appre aches,/to prison ;industry.
The Institute was to. recommend spec ic/measures and programns
~and suggest research and demonstratjolr fforts. To accomplish
its task, the Institute reviewed tle literature of prison
* industries, gathered statistics, called in consultants, v1s1ted
prison industries programs in sev ral states, and studied the
legal and historical framework in/which prison industries developed
and ex1st . ) ‘ ' ' j\

.

4

The Instltute s job proved to be a difficult one. We were

to estimate accurately the impact of innovative approaches to
industries, and by the cold realities of correctional under-
funding and traditional management. The present document points ,
up some ‘difficulties in planning an improved prison industries
program. Few answers are offered, but issues are delineated’

_that cannot_be ignored in the development of a program to meet

the needs of inmates and correctional management.

hampered by our varying phllyszhles of corrections, by an inability ..

One dlfflculty that arose in the present study, ‘and whlch
' {llustrates some of the complexities of planning an industries
" program, was the definition of prison industries. States use

-1-
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the term inconsistently. Farming, although it produces a product,
- -is in some -states not class1f1ed as-an industry. - Programs in “C-
————_—————whreh—rnmates—provrdemservrcesmmay»bemeateger1zed as vocational - .
o tralnlng in one _state_. and -an 1ndustry_wg_gngghgx4_m2;;yg;gl¥_¢ ‘
' run industries for inmates can blur the distinction between work
release and industries. : .

For purposes of this report, the Institute settled bn a
loose definition of industries that included. institution-based
operations producing products or services, most of whose con-
sumers are external to the institution, and for which inmates
are paid (except in the few states in which no inmate isg paid
-+ for ggz work inside an institution). : : '

The dlfflculty encountered in reaching a common deflnltlon
of prison industries, althbugh notable, is exceeded by and perhaps
partlally caused by, a lack of agreement as to the goals o
prison industries. This lack of agreement within departments of
corrections is one- factor that has prevented most prison industries
from accomplishing very much of anything. Exceptions will be
noted: -Federal Prison Industries, Inc. meets a goal of producing
furniture that is generally acknowledged to be of high quality;
most prison industries have some success in meeting a goal of
"busying a part of the inmate population. But are these goals
appropriate for prison industries? Can proper goals for prison
industries be establlshed without reference to the goals of correc-
tions generally? We think not. *

]

: Correctional thinking is undergoing an upheaval. "Rehabili-

L tation" efforts are being criticized both as ineffective and as
wrong. Some critics would improve programs to rehabilitate in-
mates; others would abolish th:g/hnd‘call for a frank admission |
that. we incarcerate offenders punish.

These points of view contain very different implications for
the. design of a prison industries program. Until a common
correctional philosophy is reached within a’ jurisdiction, industries
planning will be uncoordinated and at odds with itself. Thus,
the present-report refrains from setting forth a program and
merely outlines some of the matters that. mus%_be considered.

-2~
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hof the school that has lost falth 1n "rehabllltatlon.

The follow1ng chapters’EXplore the problems;further an§f
forth a - number of: suggested steps toward solutions. Chapter
'_presents a brlef history of prison’ 1ndustr1es and their preé
scope. Chaptér III analyzes the ~goal confllcts in the tradl-
tional prison 1ndustr1es model. Chapter IV challenges “the
traditional’ goals, ‘and the. flnal chapter speculates on: the future’
of prlscn 1ndu§tr1es. -




" not the prison, to cancel the arrangement.
“paid half the g01ng wage for prisoner labor and got a ﬁree.

T

"

IT. HISTORY AND SCOPE OF PRISON INDUSTRIES

r' B Hlstory
&R s v
The evolution of pr1son>1ndustr1es in Amerlca reflects the

colorful hlstory of the labor movement;, wars and changlné\penal

P hllOSOphleS. Systems.of prison labor that were used in early -
days- would now be unconscIunable, 1llegal or rdéuse the wrath of
organlzed 1abor.~-_' : . . o ./7&.f

-Barnes and Teeters describe six systemis of‘p ison labor
used in America in New Horizons in Criminology. The earliest
systems (other than agricultural work) were the contract system,
and two variations on it, the piece-price system and the lease
system. ‘Under the original contract system, prisoners . were
released to prlvate manufacturers who supplied materials, machlnery
ana supervision. The prison management provided: space and guard
service. 1In the lease system variation contractors instead of
prison personnel handled dlsc1p11ne. The piece-price system was .
like the contract ‘'system, except that the prison provided work

'superv1sors. The. manufacturer still supplled machinery and

materials and pald only for work done satlsfactorlly.

The contract system of prison 1abor w1th 1ts var1atlons was

used widely from the end of the 18th century until the growth of

organized labor 80 to 90 years later. It was at its strongest
from 1825 to. 1840 when the Industrlal Revolutlon reduced manu-

facturers' reliance. on individual craftlng and markets were . .~ 1 |

opening up. ‘"By-.1828," Barnes & Teeters assert, "the Auburn

_and Slng Slng prlsoners were paylng for themselves.

But the contract system permltted too much abuse of both

g prlsoners and prisons. Contracts between the prison and the

contractor were often one-sided -- permltting the contractor, but
The contractor

]

1/ Harry E Barnes and Negley K. Teeters, (Englewood Cliffs,
‘ N. J.. Prentlce—Hall, Inc., 3rd ed. 1959), pp-. 522 -542.

2 / Louls N. Robinson, Should Prlsoners Work? (Ph11adelph1a~
-+ John C. Wlnston Co., 1931), p. 92.

\__5__ |
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factory..3 / By 1929 “the’ contract;system was‘l_legal 1n the Federal
prlson system and 17 states.—— - T S 3

: The end of the. contract system was brought about ln part by
\ humanitarian. concerns of those whase- consc1encesawere prlcked by '
writers such ‘as Kate Rlchards O'Hare, an ex -Mlnnesota prlsoner , 3
- who detailed her labor experiences in'a book, In Prison,- / and in. T
~part by ‘the concerns of. the self—lnterested groups with whom R
prisoners were in economic competltlon. "In'1930, accordirng to
one study, there were at leas; }0 prlson 1ndustr1es whose productsﬁfg
~ were sold. on the open market .{— As the value of- prLson products SR
'.grew, so d1d OppOSltlon of, prlvate 1ndustry to thelr unrestrloted

_sale. , . . T

. . The competition given to free enterprlse by pr1son 1abor o
- \,spurred a variety of restrictive legislation, : At the federal.
level, restrictions on marketing of. prlson-made goods were placed
'by three statutes. The" Hawes—Cooper Act of 1929 allowed states
to regulate prison products in their states whether from their own - .
r other states' prison systems. - The Ashurst- summers Act of 1935, .
passed the year after Hawes-Cooper went into effect, reguired ‘
beling of prison-made goods and prohibited transportatlon of.
gilson-made goods .intended to be received, possessed, sold or used
violation of the laws of the state into which the qoods were = .
shipped. Congress clamped down further in 1940. by passing the E
Summers-Ashurst Act, whlch prohlblted 1nterstate transportatlon of

3 /‘Frank T. Flynn,'“The Federal Government and”the Prison-Lgbor
i Problem in the States. I. The Aftermath of Federal Restric-
3 : \tlons,“ (The Social Service Review, Vol. 24 No. 1, March
| K »1950 pp-. 19 40), p.:20.

A /'Robinson, op cit., p. 92.

o 5 / New York: Knopf, 1923.

4

/’thnn, _E cit. note 1, P. 239.

/ Aq_ornenyeneral s Survey of Release Procedures Vol. V.
Prlsons, Washlngton, D c. 1940, pp. 189- 190




' convict—made goods, other than agricultural produ e.~—

Subsequently, states passed leglslatlon fo bidding prlsons":
abor; in some cases

to make products that would compete with free
a requirement of diversification of industries was written into
law; labeling requlrements were passed.g—

Over time,. the state-use and public, orks systems of prison
labor gained popularity. Both systems were deslgned to benefit
~ governments--a limited market-—tﬁe fgrmer maglng products, .

~the latter by providing services. Althou;ixm
all worklng prisoners were employed in state-use tasks in 1885,

ore than a quarter of

this percentage grew to 59 percent in 1940. Employment in Eubllc,

works pro:ects_ln that period

ent from zéro to 29 percent.——

In 1935, the Prison Industries Reorganization Administration
was created by executive orde .~/ The PIRA was to study prison
industries and markets, actu 1 ‘and potential, and recommend a

program to the President tha WOuld eliminate idleness in prisons -

and rehabilitaté prisoners whithout creatlng undue competltlon er
the prlvate sector. In its f[two years the PIRA studied prison
labor systems in 29 states, feventually producing 22 reports and
gathering a favorable folloWing in the. press., 9ut Congress
refused to refund the agency, and it explred.

o4

The effect of these threle: laws is analyzed in Flynn, op cit,
note 6.

o
I.’\

. \ :
9 / Barnes and Teeters, op. cit., p. 534.

Ibid., p. 535.
Executive Order 7194, September 26, 1935. | "

For, an account of the PIRA's brief existence, see Frank T.
Flynn, "The Federal Government and the Prison-Labor Problem
in the States. II. The Prison Industries Reorganization
Administration,” (The Social Services Review, Vol. 24, No. 2,
1950, pp. 213-236.) '
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! World War II gave pntson 1ndustr1es a shot 1nl§?e arm when‘ E
restrictions were lifted by a 1942 Executive Order—=/- to permlt °ﬁu
- ‘prisons to produce war m terials. In 1947, however, the
Executlvé*Order 's effect|was ended.' Industries again were ffp
. severely restricted- by laws that are, for the most part, Stll ///
-on the books. |

In 1936 the Works Progress Admlnlstratlon funded a . ,ij,z“f
research project known as the Attorney General's Survey of ’
Release Procedures. The five-volume report was released in TR el
1939 and, while it made no specific recommendatlons regardlan ?ﬁ@ﬁse;i‘@
prison 1ndustr1es, it observed__ - i

tion whose sucgess or ;allure wag chlefl'- ,
in terms of 1ndustr15 achievement, work was the
panacea for crime...in a generation when opportunlty Lo
to work is being heralded as a "right" to be pro- . , L
"tected, and when. competltlon for markets has become - :
so keen that even the small item which prisan -
production represents. becomes a factor, work for
prisoners is regarded as a boon to be granted - : ”5
grudgingly, if at all, by legislators repreéentlng
free industry and free labor. And the change in
this situation came suddenly at the very height of
the development of prison industries.

<

S

As Howard B. Glll a prison expert and member of the
staff g?at produced the Attorney General's Survey noted in
1974,%2

.
©

13/ Executive Order 9196, July 9; 1942,

o

14/ Attorney Genéral's Survey of Release Producers, Vol. V., -
Prisoners, op. ¢it., p. 185.- ’ -

15/ From a summary of prison 1ndustry history written for o
Eritropy Limited, a Massachusetts consulting firm. T
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_...by 1944, the Industrial Prison was a dead letter,
and idleness became an outstanding feature of. '
.American state prisons except in the agricultural
southern states. With an enormous market in Federal
agencies, only Federdl prisons maintained:a rea-
sonable industrial program. From 1944 through 1974,
prison industries have been notable for their :
absence. _ e - '

S

Lega;'Restrictions

State Regulation

For the present report the Instltute of Crlmlnal Law
and Procedure conducted a study of laws affecting prison
industries in twelve geographically and socially dlversi states. -

The states wggﬁe statutei yere rev1ewed are California,—— 21/
Connectlcut22 Georgla,—g/ Illln 7 13/ MJ.chJ.gané 0 Mlnnesota——
New Jerse 22/ New York, Ohio, Pennsylvanla, kTexaszs and

£

Virginia.=

P

;g/‘Cal Penal Code: (West! 1979)
. , |
17/ Conn. Gen. Stat. Angl. , Titles 18 and 58 (West 1958) .

18/ Ga. Code Ann;,‘Tlt e 77.(Harrlson Co. 1964).

'S

19/ Ill. Rev. stat., . 38 (West 1972).

20/ Mich.. Comp Laws Ann., Chs. 800 and 801 (West 1968)
21/ Minn. Stat. Ann., Ch. 243 (West 1972).

22/ NﬁfJ; Stat. Ann., Titles 27 and 30 (West 1964).
-gg/’giY. Correction Law. §§170-197 (MoKinney 1968) .

24/ Ohio Rev. Code'Ann., Titles 13 and 51 (W. H. Anderson Co. 1970).

25/ Pa. Stat Ann., Tltle 61 (West 1964)

N
[2))
~

l

Civ. Stat. of the State of Tex. ;Ann., Vol. 17 (West 1970)
%

S

code of Va. 1970 Ann., Title 53 (Michie Co. 1972).
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Several prOVisions were found often in state prison labor

'{ legislation. Among them are the follow1ng~‘v o ' _ ;
1 f,' - . 4

1. Work is to be done for the state'slbenefit.

.Estabiishes state-use and public works poli&y'emphasis.'

2. Prisons get.first'use‘of prison lébor.

Establishes prime objective of using prison,;abor to support
he cost of prison operations.

/ LR ] . .
3. Contracts with other state departments for labor allowed.,

L 3

‘Al ows prison labor to be used for road constructlon, forestry
camps, other public works. (Such a provisign can enhance the
Value of private property when used inappropriatély. ) ;

4. State departments required to buy prison 1ndustry
" Eroducts._

Supports\"state use" market limitation. The significance
of this prxovision is limited by the control exercised over

products tkhat may be produced and absence of an enforcement
\ mechanism. , / /)
\ - 5. Anti VaSlOnAProvlsions so departments cannot -avoid
7 I

~ purchasing prison-made’products.

" [

Meant to enforce provision 4 above. In practice it can be ,
nullified because prison industries seldom meet all product
specifications and delivery schedules required by a local
procurement authority predisposed to purchase from local
vendors. .

6. Contracts with private parties for prison labor
forbidden. :

. Prohibits contract system of prison labor.

. Sales on open market forbidden. : o .
« . v

‘ L -10- : ’ -
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8. Products required to be ‘branded or marked as prrson-
made. .

9. Certaln prices requiredﬂfor certain gdods. d'ﬁ <j:
: \ . %.' )

SuchrprOV1s10ns express policy regarding fair market pr401ng
.of prison industry products. Admlnlstratlve procedure% for.
determining fair market price may be inadequate, howevgr, '
permitting goods and serV1ces to be sold to other depargyehts
at below fair market prices. . C

»
M
13

/.

<4

‘/10. Work requlrlng skllled labor forbldden.‘ ~f 3 o

Assures craft unlons of protectlon from prison labor competltlon.
(But also deprives prisoners of many types of useful skill
training from which they could benefit.)

11. Industrial training named as}goal.
In practice, rarely or never effecti&elf achieved.; ‘fi‘

12. Slx-day work week provided for.

I

This prOV1s10n is not used 1n most states where 1t eklsts.

ot
!

13. Money wages allowed as compensatlon. .
. r: T R '

- 14. Compehsation may be paid directly to familx.

+
¥

Authorlzed payment of some or all of prlsoner wages to'
dependents. Seldom used in practlce because wages are so low.
3 . H K -

15. pGood tlme allowed as compensation. { b

-

Industrlal good time is a fairly commg% form of ompensatlon.
but is often subject to rescission by the prlson a@minljtra-
‘ tion as punishment. - v

16. Prlson 1ndustry comm1ss1on to dlrect probram \

/ A common provision whlch creates prlson 1ndustry commissions
to approve selectlon of new industries, budget and m rketing

Lo . ‘ -11-
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pollcles, etc._ Typically the niembership of such commiésions
1s app01nted by the Governor and represents buslness and labor,

17.\\Loca1 approval of use of prlson.produczs Qy 1ocal
: QQVernment. : : e . s

18. Fundlng by p;oceeds of sales.v

Permits sales proceeds to be- recycled back 1nto 1ndustries.
(These do rot alone- support 1ndustrles operatlons ) \
19.‘ Transfer of surplus funds (profits) to other prlson y
5o needs allowed.' L : .

PrOV1des adm1n1strat1Ve flexiblllty to allocate prlson 1ndustr1es
profits to other budget items both for the. 1ndustr1es,and for
‘ \\other prison requlrements. oo

\\h Table 1 shows whlch of the twelve states studied have
. these provisions in their law, '

. All twelve of the states studied have extensive statutory
pronslons relating to prison industries. The most common
provision, found in all of the statutory schemes studied, is
the requlrement that prison  labor be used for the benefit of
the state. Eleven of the twelve states provide for a regula-
tory body to aid in government de0151ons regardipg prison
industries. Eleven states also permit sale of sgrﬁlus goods
on the open market.

Another oommon provision, found in ten states, is that
allowing pay for work done by prisoners. Five of these states
also allow "good time! )to be used to compensate inmates, and '
Georgia allows the latter, but not the former. Virginia has
no statute specifying inmate oompensation. /An interesting, if
seldom~-used, provision regarding inmates' pay is that perm1tt1ng

‘earnings to be sent d;rectly (in whole Jr part) .to an inmate's
'dependents. This measure is seldom used, even where it
appears. in the law because pay is too low to justify  the
~administrative costs 1nvoIved. e
Although a number of statutory prov1510ns limit the
market for prlson—made products or sources, such as the

TN - A R —12- . | | ~
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TABLE 1 - SUMMARY OF BASIC LEGAL PRQVISIONS FOR
PRISON INDUSTRIES IN 12 STATES

provision 1s present
in state law

4

Cal

Gonn -

m - .

Work to -be done for state's benefit

PrJ.sons get fJ.rst use of labor

Contracts with other department for labor '
allowed - f

State depart:rents reun.red to buy prJ.son
industry products -

Antn.—evas:.on provisions so departments.
can't avoid purchasing

Contracts with private parties for labor

_ foer.dden

Sales o open markdt forbidden
Exceptions:- :
(a) Surplus goods
_ (b) Handicrafts

]

Products required to be branded or marked
as prison-made

Certain prices required for certain goods

Work requiring skilled labor forbidden

Industrial training named as goal -

Six day work week provided for

. / )
"‘Money wages allowed as compensation

Campensation may be paid directly to family

- Good time allowed as compensation

State prJ.sOn mdustry commission-to direct

progxam

Iocal approval of use of prison products by
local goverrment

Fund.mg by proceeds of sales

—

Transfer of surplus funds (profJ.ts) to '
other prison needs allowed
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